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PCPS Calls For Fewer
Interstate Restrictions
For several months a PCPS task force has been studying
the effect of interstate regulatory restrictions on local firm
practice. In October the task force members brought their
conclusions to the Executive Committee and recom
mended that the PCPS commit to supporting vigorously
the AICPA’s efforts to improve the situation.
As the Committee discussed the issue some were
surprised to learn that almost all the firms represented
had encountered problems with restrictions affecting
licensing, permits to practice and reciprocity. The Commit
tee agreed that, as a start, they would write to Thomas W.
Rimerman, the Institute’s incoming chairman, expressing
their concern and emphasizing the need for action. (The
Committee knew, from Chairman Rimerman’s published
statements, that he personally placed a high priority on the
issue.)
The next day, during a break at the Institute’s Council
meeting, outgoing PCPS Chairman Robert L. Israeloff
handed Rimerman a brief letter on the subject. Mr.
Rimerman welcomed it, said that in his inaugural address
he would identify this issue as one of his administration’s
four top priorities, and suggested printing the letter in the
Advocate to rally additional support from practitioners.
The letter follows.
October 20,1990
Mr. Thomas W. Rimerman
Chairman
American Institute of CPA’s
1211 Avenue of the Americas
New York, NY 10036

Dear Tom:

Yesterday our committee directed me to do whatever I
can to reinforce your efforts, and the profession’s
efforts, to eliminate or mitigate the restrictive interstate
licensing structure that affects the service our profes
sion provides to our clients and the public.
This is not an issue that impacts just the large national
firms. It was first brought to our attention by a sole
practitioner who regularly serves clients in Virginia,
Maryland and Washington, DC. All members of our
committee are from local or small regional firms, yet
almost all of us have encountered difficult problems in
serving clients with interests in other states.

We recognize that this is a high priority issue for the
Institute leadership and especially for you personally.

Your efforts to resolve the problem have the full and
enthusiastic support of our committee. If we can help in
any way, please call on us.

Sincerely,
Robert L. Israeloff
Chairman, Executive Committee
Private Companies Practice Section

State Societies,
PCPS and SECPS—
Working Together
Recently, PCPS and SECPS representatives met with a
committee of state CPA society executive directors to
discuss an issue of mutual interest—efficient administra
tion of quality reviews and peer reviews. As state societies
become increasingly involved in running quality reviews for
firms in their states, it’s clear that the programs need to
coordinate in order to avoid duplication of effort.
The three practice monitoring programs—PCPS,
SECPS and state-administered Quality Review—will con
tinue as separate programs. However, there are a number
of measures that the group decided will streamline
coordination and control of the programs in the future.
Those that affect member firms include:
1. Background Information. In the future, state
societies involved in administering quality reviews will be
asked to maintain basic background information on all
firms whose home office is in their state. Those societies
that agree will send the standard AICPA form, “Request for
Scheduling Information,” to PCPS and SECPS firms in the
year in which they have their peer reviews, and will enter
that information into the AICPA computer.
This task will enable state societies to have reason
able and timely assurance that all firms in their state are
complying with the AICPA practice monitoring requirement.
It represents a new, state-level responsibility for review
tracking, which all parties agree should improve reporting
procedures. It will also remove a substantial clerical
burden from the AICPA staff.
2. Joint Support. PCPS and SECPS firms have
historically supported their state CPA societies by actively
participating in Quality Review programs and committees.
The states hope for continued support by member firms—
particularly by serving on state Quality Review Commit
tees and acting as team captains and reviewers on quality
reviews.

Continued on page 5
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Chairman’s Corner
by Judith H. O’Dell
Chair, Technical Issues Committee

PCPS needs your input!
As you know, the PCPS Technical Issues Committee
(TIC) is the primary watchdog for local and regional CPA
practitioners on technical and professional issues. Our job
is to make sure you are represented in the standard-setting
process and that your interests aren’t compromised.
We do that in two ways. First, we monitor all
discussion documents and exposure drafts when rules are
being set or considered. When we identify problems or
areas for further clarification, we speak up. Second, when
practitioners report problems they have with specific
professional and technical pronouncements, we investi
gate and respond.
And we make a difference. In the past year, TIC has
become very active in initiating projects to solve technical
problems. Our ongoing work to gain acceptance for
OCBOA financial statements, where appropriate, is a good
example. That project began just after we were instrumen
tal in changing the negative auditor’s report wording in
SAS 14 to more positive language in SAS 62. Working with
the Executive Committee, we commissioned a member
survey of the use of OCBOA financial statements which
formed the basis of a press release to the business press.
The story has been picked up by several publications to
date, including Inc., Nation’s Business, The Practical
Accountant and Accounting Today.
TIC also prompted action by the Accounting and
Review Services Committee to develop additional guid
ance for practitioners on SSARS 1, and helped make the
AICPA aware of the need for further guidance on imple
menting SAS 39 on audit sampling.
But we don’t work in a vacuum. We need input and
advice from the practitioners in the field at our 6,300
member firms.

Call to Action
To better help the TIC build on our initiatives and
represent your interests, we need you to tell us about the
technical issues that cause you (and your clients) the
biggest headaches. Alert us to a specific issue, or give us
a list of your 10 top technical problems—in auditing,
accounting, ethics, government—or even management
problems.

How TIC Can Help
We have the mandate to respond to your concerns—

and the energy to follow through, even if it takes years to
see results.
Plus, we have access to the decision-makers. An
FASB representative usually attends our meetings and we
meet annually with the full Board. We also meet regularly
with representatives from the Auditing Standards Board
and the GASB. These standard-setters and Institute
leaders know that we represent a large and growing
segment of the CPA population, whose concerns are valid
and deserve to be heard. We have also learned how to
respond effectively, at the same time respecting how
difficult their jobs are in serving divergent interests.
Further, we have the support of the PCPS Executive
and Peer Review Committees, with whom we work closely
when we come across an issue that affects practice
management or peer review guidelines. Together, we’ve
recently assisted a member firm that was the subject of
discrimination by a major federal agency—and got results.
By performing our advocacy role responsibly and
knowledgeably, the TIC has gained a reputation for
fairness. To quote the Report of the Special Committee on
Governance and Structure, our positions on technical
issues demonstrate “a concern for public interest that
transcends narrow objectives.”
Please take advantage of this resource. Send your
comments, inquiries and concerns to:
Judith H. O’Dell, Chair
PCPS Technical Issues Committee
American Institute of CPAs
1211 Avenue of the Americas
New York, NY 10036-8775

We look forward to hearing from you.

□

Conference Scope
Broadened for 1991
Traditionally, the annual PCPS Conference has focused on
three broad subject areas: technical presentations on
accounting and auditing, computer applications and peer
review; practice management sessions; and “institutional”
updates on current developments in the AICPA and the
PCPS.
Next year for the first time substantial attention will be
given to taxation topics, including tax practice manage
ment. Because of the varied backgrounds and interests of
Conference registrants tax topics will be treated in con
current breakout sessions.
Remember the dates—May 5-8, in Palm Springs,
California.
□
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Tips from 1990 TEAM Meetings
PCPS believes that face-to-face interchange among practi
tioners is perhaps the most effective way to improve
practice management skills. And that’s exactly what about
500 CPAs across the country found out when they
attended one of eight “TEAM” meetings held this fall.
“TEAM” stands for “TEn At Most,” and this program is
designed specifically to address the issues and concerns
of CPA firms with ten or fewer professionals. An average of
60 CPAs attended each meeting, sitting at table-top
discussion groups with firms of similar size. This format
allowed participants to compare business practices, mar
keting strategies, personnel policies and “bottom line”
effects with their peers. Some of the insights included:
Tax Billing: Many firms do not present an invoice
along with a tax return—they delay billing in order to pick
up other miscellaneous charges that accumulate
throughout the year. Yet by asking clients for partial
payment on tax returns before completing the work, firms
can reduce receivables after tax season. CPAs who ask for
“cash up front” and high minimum fees actively weed out
those clients who delay payment year after year.
Engagement Letters: While fewer than half of the
CPAs polled use engagement letters on tax work, one CPA
overcomes that by physically incorporating the engage
ment letter into the annual tax return organizer that clients
fill out.
Tax Return Review: Almost all of the firms require a
full review of every return before it is issued, including
checking back to underlying data. This review is conducted
by someone on a higher or equal level to the preparer.
Audit Work: While some of the smallest firms are
considering abandoning their audit practices, others have
started to think of auditing in the same way as specializa
tion. They have made the management decision to gain
expertise in small business audits—becoming so efficient
and proficient that they can offer less expensive but better
service than their competitors.
Hiring: Many smaller firms prefer to hire experienced
staff rather than new grads in order to get someone who’s
already “up and running.” That saves valuable partner time
by eliminating some of the hands-on teaching that novices
require. Plus, many small firms often find it hard to attract
new recruits from colleges. (See article, page 4 for a case
study on college recruiting.)
Women in Accounting: Small firms are seeing many
more female than male professionals seeking employment.
Many agree that, on the whole, the female applicants are
brighter, have better academic records and are more
motivated than male applicants. A new trend: “mothers’

hours” (8 am to 3 pm), which enable firms to engage
competent CPAs that might not otherwise be available.
Tax Season Overload: Rather than building up staff to
tackle increased work at tax time, some firms cut back staff
to a four-day week from May to December. They can then
expect added support during busy season—for no addi
tional salary. Some firms have a policy that all returns must
be completed 48 to 72 hours after they’re brought in the
door. While unusual, tight turnaround times can add to
accuracy and help ensure efficiency.
Personnel Policies: According to participants, written
personnel policies are a critical preventive measure against
lawsuits and other problems. Firms with talented senior
staff—especially in highly competitive markets—should
include “non-compete” or “client purchase” clauses. While
billing rates for professionals vary widely, the formula at
many firms is three to four times salary, based on 40 hours
a week.
Partnership: Practice development can be the fastest
route to partnership, although the “up or out” philosophy is
becoming outdated because of changes in availability and
requirements of potential staff. Most firms agree that about
$250,000 in new billings are needed to justify making a
new partner.
Receivables: A growing number of CPA firms charge
interest on past due receivables. Most firms bill at least
monthly; some send out statements every two weeks.
Plus, partners who call about late payments often get
better results than secretaries. To improve cash flow, firms
recommend advance billing for retainer clients—although it
is widely thought that fixed fees are a trap and should be
avoided.
Marketing: Multi-partner firms say they spend on
average 3% of gross fees on marketing—including public
relations, firm brochures and newsletters. And everyone
seems to agree: “Current clients are your best marketing
resource.” For that reason, firms suggest that it’s best to
remind clients what a good job you’re doing for them and
let them know you appreciate their business. Tell them
about your investment in education and quality—such as
CPE hours and peer review. Another strong recommen
dation: managing partners and other senior staff should
take clients out to lunch regularly—at least three client
lunches a month. It keeps you in touch with their
companies and can lead to new projects.
*
*
*

PLEASE NOTE: PCPS is almost doubling the number
of TEAM meetings it will hold around the country next fall.
And, because of the response to the first “SET” meeting in
Dallas, PCPS will hold several “SET” meetings next year
for firms with eleven to twenty professionals. (“SET”
stands for “Size: Eleven to Twenty.”) Watch the PCPS
Advocate and your mailbox for further details in 1991.
□
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Opening Students’ Eyes
to Smaller Firms:
The QCA Program at
Arizona State University
Kumen Jones and Carlos Wagner shared a similar
frustration: accounting students think the only career
opportunities are at the Big Six.
For Kumen Jones, a CPA and faculty vice-president of
the Beta Alpha Psi chapter at Arizona State University, it
was an issue that had troubled him for some time. “In
many ways, students have tunnel vision,” Jones said.
“They tend to think that it’s only after you’ve been rejected
by the Big Six that you start looking at local or regional
firms. The fact is that some students just aren’t tempera
mentally suited to the larger national firms. My goal was to
help these students find their best personal fit.”
Such was the inspiration for the Quality Career
Alternatives (QCA) program, a coalition of local and
regional accounting firms in the greater Phoenix area
that has already made a difference for students—and
participating firms.
The program really began last February, when Jones
approached Carlos Wagner, partner in Phoenix-based
Miller Wagner & Company, Ltd., at an ASU recruiting
function. Wagner mirrored Jones’ concern, and both
realized they had a common goal. “We both wanted to find
a way to fight the age-old problem of students thinking the
only jobs were at the Big Six,” said Wagner. “But to
accomplish that, we needed the right vehicle to tell
students about the benefits of working at a smaller firm.”
To start the process, Wagner developed a list of local
and regional accounting firms that were actively involved at
ASU and with Beta Alpha Psi. “I wanted to focus on those
firms that had some connection with the University, those
that would most likely be interested,” said Wagner. He
came up with 18 firms—ranging in size from sole
practitioners to 100-person firms—and invited them by
phone to a July luncheon to discuss the best ways to get
the message across to students. He also mailed a
followup letter, including related correspondence from
Robert L. Israeloff, who was then the PCPS chairman.
That initial meeting was well-received, with 14 firms
attending—all but two of which were PCPS members. The
QCA program, now in its fourth month, boasts of signifi
cant accomplishments: it sponsored a reception after the
Beta Alpha Psi pledge orientation meeting and helped
double the number of local and regional firms attending
two “Meet the Firms” nights, traditionally dominated by Big
Six representatives.
One of the program’s goals is to expose students early
to the opportunities at non-national firms. For that reason,
the pledge orientation reception was a primary focus. “It’s

at that stage of their college career—junior and senior
years—when students start taking the profession more
seriously,” said Wagner. “We decided that if we could get
students as they entered Beta Alpha Psi, we had a chance
to open their eyes to the other options out there,” said
Wagner. Close to 100 pledges attended that September
reception.
QCA has already boosted the number of students
seeking positions at local firms. A QCA member firm—not
a Big Six—was the most frequently requested firm for
“Shadow Day,” when students spend a day at a firm and
see what accountants really do. Two other QCA firms each
had three full interview schedules during recruiting visits—
with 40-person waiting lists.
What’s the reason for the program’s overwhelming
success? Kumen Jones has some ideas: “For one thing,
there’s tremendous support from Beta Alpha Psi and
ASU’s School of Accountancy—from the members of the
local chapter’s executive committee to faculty members.”
There’s also what he calls “the remarkable enthusiasm of
this coalition. They don’t seem to be competing with each
other at all.”
Wagner agrees. “Frankly, I’m astounded how the
close camaraderie happened almost instantly. I think it’s
because we made the decision up front that we’re all in
this together.” Firms participating in the program even
share resumes of potential job candidates with one
another.
Jon Barrows of Barrows & Company attributes the
success to synergy: “We’re successful because we’re a
united, committed group of firms that together have the
collective strength of one Big Six.”
Even Big Six firms are supportive, according to
Wagner. “In the end, all of us just want the student to make
the right career decision,” he said. “After all, that’s the
whole idea. It doesn’t benefit anyone—a Big Six, a student
or us—if the student makes the wrong choice and has to
find another job in a few years.”
QCA has suggestions for PCPS firms thinking of
starting a similar program. According to Jones, “While a
single person might be able to start a program alone, it’s
best to have a group of three or four firms already in place
and committed to the idea. Once you’ve done that, you
should sit down and set your goals and direction.”
Barrows added: “Try to gain the preliminary support
of the local Beta Alpha Psi chapter advisors and the
accounting faculty. The broader the base of your support,
the better.”
QCA has planned a number of activities for the
upcoming spring semester, including a faculty luncheon/
reception, a Beta Alpha Psi officers’ reception and a QCA
office visit project. The group is also considering working
with other organizations, such as the American Society of
Women Accountants and the National Association of
Accountants, to expand the number of students their
message is reaching.
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For participating QCA firms, the program has already
made a big difference. Said Wagner, “We’re showing local
and regional firms that they can come onto the field, hold
their heads up and be a player.”
□

TIC Comments on
Country Club Proposal,
And On Other Drafts

Getting the Message Across
The following list of benefits of selecting a local or
regional CPA firm recently appeared in the news
letter of Beta Alpha Psi’s chapter at Arizona State
University.
Due to the typical size of clients and
engagements of local and regional CPA firms, new
staff members would:
• gain broader business experience faster
• have greater opportunities to do all types of work
• gain earlier exposure to a higher level of client
accounting personnel
• gain earlier exposure to business owners and
entrepreneurs
• be more likely to develop business and new
clients early in their career
• be given the opportunity to give advice that
influences the operations of clients’ business.
Because of the relatively small size of local and
regional firms, new firm members would have:
• closer working relationships with partners and
managers in the firm
• a quicker ability to be heard, and therefore have
an impact on the firm
• personal, one-on-one training tailored to specific
needs and requirements
• exposure to “team spirit”—with everyone working
together towards the same goal
• a sense of accomplishment that their work makes
a difference.

State Societies—Working Together
Continued from page 1

PCPS and SECPS strongly urge member firms to
“show the flag” in their states, to help raise the quality
standards of all firms. We have common goals—and a
mandate, as leaders, to help carry the message of
quality throughout the profession.
3. Costs. State societies incur certain costs by
participating in the administration of the review
programs, which they have to recover in the form of
member dues and administrative fees. These review
programs help create a level playing field for all CPAs.
PCPS and SECPS encourage their members to pay
their fair share of these costs.
For their part, the state society executive
directors attending the meeting agreed that they would
take steps to encourage individual state societies to
charge lower administrative fees to firms that are
members of PCPS and SECPS, because the
administrative services provided to those firms are
less extensive than those provided to firms enrolled in
Quality Review.
□

The Technical Issues Committee recently revisited a
proposed Ethics ruling that membership in a country club
would impair a CPA’s independence with respect to the
club if the membership requirements involve “owning debt
or equity securities.” TIC members were especially uncom
fortable with the proposal because it would disrupt so
many longstanding audit relationships. (The current ruling
holds just the opposite—that independence would not be
impaired.)
Earlier discussions had indicated that the proposal
would probably be adopted in one form or another. The
TIC therefore focused on the need to define the terms
more clearly. Pointing to the myriad of different arrange
ments that clubs across the country have, TIC stated that
“The ruling should make clear what attributes must be
present for the membership certificate to be considered an
equity or debt security.” Enclosed with the TIC’s letter were
several excerpts from club bylaws, illustrating the variety of
situations to which the proposal would be applied.
In addition the TIC asked that Ethics defer the
effective date to give clubs, especially those in smaller
communities, enough time to make alternative arrange
ments for CPA services.
Employee benefits guide. Commenting on a pro
posed revision of the guide for audits of employee benefits
plans, the TIC pointed out that many of the perceived
problems with ERISA audits arose in audits of small or
medium sized plans. The TIC therefore requested that the
revision include guidance specifically directed at audits of
small, closely held businesses’ benefit plans. The TIC’s
letter then discussed half a dozen areas in which such
guidance is needed.
Noting that several pronouncements are expected
shortly that would affect procedures in the guide, the TIC
urged that the guide be held up until these are resolved.
“We doubt whether the benefits from demonstrating quick
action to the regulators will be worth the confusion that will
result from issuing a guide that will require substantive
revision soon after its publication.”
Warranty contracts. The TIC also commented on a
proposed technical bulletin on accounting for extended
warranty contracts. While the TB has not yet been issued,
it seemed clear at a recent FASB meeting that the final
version will be responsive to the TIC’s recommendations,
which were technical in nature.
□
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Institute Publishes
Practice Development
Compendium

The Guidelines, publication #024010, are available to
Tax Division members at no charge, and to other AICPA
members for $40.
□

Committee Update
The Practicing CPA on Practice Development is a new
publication that should be especially helpful to practi
tioners in small and medium size firms. It contains scores
of articles that appeared in The Practicing CPA, from its
second issue in late 1977 through December 1988.
The articles are organized into twelve chapters for
ease of reference, or just browsing. Most were written by
practitioners and consultants, and they present useful,
practical ideas that work.
Effective practice development activities are par
ticularly essential in the current competitive climate. This
book can help practitioners chart their course. (Publication
#092100, $28 to AICPA members.)
□

PCPS Endorses
Voluntary Tax Practice
Reviews
The Executive Committee recently agreed to endorse the
Tax Division’s new Guidelines for Voluntary Tax Practice
Review, and to recommend that member firms consider
using them as a practice management aid.
In early 1988 the Committee suggested that the Tax
Division develop such a program, after concluding that the
Division’s resources and special expertise would be
needed. The Tax Division appointed Bernard Werner, then
a member of the PCPS Executive Committee, to head the
project.
The PCPS envisaged a consulting-type review, aimed
at improving efficiency, effectiveness and profitability. They
reminded the Tax Division of this on several occasions,
and cautioned against developing instead a regulatorytype review. The PCPS has concluded that the Guidelines
are responsive to its earlier comments, and that the
profession should welcome them.
The Guidelines include checklists and instructions to
help practitioners create tax practice quality control sys
tems and to perform self-assessments of the systems.
They can also be used for firm-on-firm tax practice
reviews. The completely voluntary nature of the reviews is
emphasized throughout and no information about them will
reach the AICPA.

About this time every year the Section writes to the
managing partner of each member firm requesting nomi
nations or volunteers for service on PCPS committees.
There are three such committees, all drawn from member
firms.
The PCPS committees. The Executive Committee
consists of representatives—often the managing partner—
of 21 firms. Each year one third of its members are
appointed for three-year terms by the AICPA’s incoming
Chairman of the Board on the basis of recommendations
of a nominating committee appointed by Council. The
appointments must also be approved by the Board and the
existing Executive Committee.
The Executive Committee appoints the members of
the Peer Review and Technical Issues Committees.
Appointments are for one year terms and members are
usually not asked to serve more than three such terms.
The three committees’ 56 members represent 31
different states. Here is an analysis of the size of their
firms.

Number of Firms

Number of
Partners
1
2-5
6-10
11-25
Over 25

All Three
Committees
6
20
17
10
3
56

Exec.

PRC

TIC

3
7
6
5
—

2
9
8
1
1
21

1
4
3
4
2
14

21

Open door policy. The Executive Committee and TIC
invite attendance at their meetings by AICPA members
interested in the Section’s activities, up to the meeting
room’s reasonable capacity. These meetings give CPAs a
first hand look at what committee service involves. They
also give PCPS members opportunities to meet their
committee representatives and hear current PCPS con
cerns, and to provide input that the committees need.
Since pre-acceptance consideration of peer review reports
occupies a major portion of the PRC meetings, these
meetings are usually restricted to committee members.
If you would like to attend a committee meeting you
should contact the PCPS staff at (212) 575-6446. The staff
will give you the details of time and place and, if time
permits, send you a copy of the agenda and supporting
documents.
□
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Committee Rosters
Here are the rosters of the three PCPS committees. The
abbreviations following each Executive Committee mem
ber indicate the states assigned to that member for liaison
purposes.
These committee members are your representatives,
and they will welcome your suggestions, comments and
questions. If you want to bring something to the attention
of a full committee, address your communication to the
committee in care of the Director, Private Companies
Practice Section, at the AICPA.

Executive Committee 1990-91
Jerrell A. Atkinson, Chairman, Atkinson & Co., RO. Box 25246,
707 Broadway NE, Ste. 400, Albuquerque, NM 87125 (NM)
Laura McAllister Bills, Laura McAllister Bills, CPA, 1716E
Mileground, Morgantown, WV 26505 (KY WV)
Joseph R. Call, Rudd & Company/Chartered, 725 South
Woodruff Avenue, Idaho Falls, ID 83401 (ID, MT ND, UT)
L. Thomas Cox, Jr., Williams, Cox, Weidner & Cox, 1713 Mahan
Drive, Tallahassee, FL 32308 (FL, PR, VI)
Leonard A. Dopkins, Dopkins & Company, 200 International
Drive, Buffalo, NY 14221 (NY)
Raymond D. Falconetti, Faw, Casson & Co., RO. Box 516,
Dover, DE 19901 (DE)
Donley D. Fedders, Williams & Company, 814 Pierce Street,
Sioux City, IA 51102 (IA, MN, SD, Wl)
Lewis B. Frauenthal, Frauenthal & Associates Co., 1111
Chester Avenue, #800, Cleveland, OH 44114-3516 (OH,
PA)
David D. Green, Alder, Green & Hasson, 10920 Wilshire
Boulevard, Suite 1200, Los Angeles, CA 90024 (CA, GU,
HI)
James K. Hall, Edmondson, LedBetter & Ballard, 2200
Dominion Tower, Norfolk, VA 23510 (NC, VA)
Terry Hothem, Miller Wagner & Company, Ltd., 5225 N. Central
Avenue, #220, Phoenix, AZ 85012 (AZ, NV)
Edwin G. Jolicoeur, LeMaster & Daniels, 800 Seafirst Financial
Center, Spokane, WA 99201 (AK, OR, WA)
Steven Kaufman, WS&B/Kaufman, PA., 6931 Arlington Road,
#400, Bethesda, MD 20814 (MD, NJ)
James F. Kimmons, Sr. J.F Kimmons & Associates, RO. Drawer
70, 305 Griffin Avenue, Eastman, GA 31023 (AL, GA, SC,
TN)
Bernard S. Lauterbach, Lauterbach, Borschow & Co., 715 N.
Oregon Street, El Paso, TX 79902 (TX)
Gregory H. Lurie, Gregory H. Lurie, CPA, 292 Washington
Avenue Extension, Albany, NY 12203 (CT MA, ME, NH, RI,
VT)
James P. Luton, Luton & co., RO. Box 13120, Oklahoma City,
OK 73113 (KS, MO, OK)
E. Burns McLindon, Councilor, Buchanan & Mitchell, 7101
Wisconsin Avenue, #1110, Bethesda, MD 20814 (DC)
Jake L. Netterville, Postlethwaite & Netterville, 8550 United
Plaza Boulevard, Suite 1001, Baton Rouge, LA 70809 (AR,
LA, MS)
James D. Winemiller, Blue & Co., RO. Box 80069, Indianapolis,
IN 46280 (IL, IN, Ml)
Robert J. Zarlengo, Hines, Condon & Zarlengo, 4851
Independence St., #150, Wheat Ridge, CO 80033 (CO, NE,
WY)
Peer Review Committee 1990-91
Charles J. McElroy, Chairman, Larson Allen Weishair & Co.,
Interchange Tower, Ste. 1800, 600 South Hwy. 169,
Minneapolis, MN 55426

Sheila M. Birch, Ciuni & Panichi, Inc., 25201 Chagrin Blvd.
#200, Cleveland, OH 44122
Dean L. Burdsall, Brooks, Stednitz & Rhodes, 1600 Willow
Street, San Jose, CA 95125
Donald M. Dale, Goodman & Company, 234 Monticello
Avenue, Norfolk, VA 23514
Philip J. DeCaprio, Macare, DeCaprio and Cusano, PC, 66
North Main Street, Branford, CT 06405
Barbara H. Gonzales, McElroy, Quirk & Company, 800 Kirby
Street, Lake Charles, LA 70601
William H. Hawthorne, Jr. Varnadore, Tyler & Hawthorne, 2424
Manatee Ave. West, Bradenton, FL 34205
David P. Hostetler, Strait, Kushinsky & Co., PC., 102 S. Tejon,
Suite 600, Colorado Springs, CO 80903
David K. Johnson, Anderson ZurMuehlen & Co., PC, RO. Box
1147, Helena, MT 59624
Douglas C. Koval, Philip Vogel & Co., PC., 12221 Merit Dr.
#1200, Dallas, TX 75251
Walter P. Kunz, Millard T. Charlton & Associates, Chartered,
4702 Annapolis Road, Bladensburg, MD 20710
W. Douglas Logan, \N. Douglas Logan, CPA, 110 West Pryor
Street, Athens, AL 35611
John B. Marinan, John B. Marinan, CPA, c/o 73 Roebling Rd.,
Bernardsville, NJ 07924
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PCPS Behind the Scenes:
The 1994 White House
Conference on Small
Business
On October 5, President Bush signed into law a bill
authorizing the 1994 White House Conference on Small
Business. The aim of the conference is to develop an
agenda of positive public policies to encourage the growth
and expansion of small business throughout the U.S.
Two such conferences have been held before—in
1980 and 1986—and both served as lightning rods to
attract attention to the concerns and objectives of Amer
ican entrepreneurial enterprises. In fact, many of the
recommendations made at the 1986 conference were
enacted as federal policy, including the renewal of the
research and development tax credit, the Small Business
Innovation Research Act and a lower capital gains tax rate.
The 1994 conference provides PCPS an opportunity
to support an important sector of the economy that
comprises a significant part of our client base. By assisting
in the timely resolution of small business problems, we
demonstrate again that the accounting profession can
make critical contributions as objective, energetic advisors.

Member Firm Involvement
There are additional benefits for firms that participate.
As the saying goes, “nothing gets done without a little self-
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interest.” In this case, the self-interest comes from the
networking opportunities available by participating. The
many state and regional meetings leading up to the
National Conference give PCPS member firms an
unparalleled opportunity for practice development.
Even though it will be a while before any of the
meetings take place, now is the time to get involved. Try
contacting your local Small Business Administration office.
They may not have all the details but they should take note
that you want to participate. Local chambers of commerce
and regional small business associations can also be
helpful if you ask about their plans and volunteer your
services.
At the 1986 conference, local CPAs were active at
every level, and many were delegates to the National
Conference. The legislation authorizing the conference
requires that all delegates be from small businesses—
in the past, defined as fewer than 500 employees. That
means that CPA participation is limited to CPAs from local
and regional firms.
At the hearing in the House of Representatives when
this act was under consideration, Congressman Joseph M.
McDade (R-PA), vice chairman of the Committee on Small
Business, said, “The small business community has truly
come of age since the first conference in 1980. Once
fragmented, small concerns are now a formidable force
when acting unitedly. One need only to recall the recent
repeal of Section 89 to realize that the small business
community has indeed grown up.”
In future issues, the Advocate will keep you updated
on the activities leading up to the 1994 White House
Conference.
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